Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300100101-2

L , y PV
I'ext of McNamara’'s Speech

Cont’d From Preceding Page

all these considerations, we
have decided to go forward
with this Chinese - oriented
A.BM. deployment, and we
will begin actual production
of such a system at the end
of this year. ]
fits are no substitute for their
I want to emphasize that it
contains two possible dangers
—and we should guard care-
fully against each. :

The first danger is that we
may psychologically lapse in-
to the old over-simplification
about ‘the adequacy of nu-
clear power. The simple truth
is that nuclear weapons can
serve to deter only a narrow
range of threats. This A.B. M.
deployment will strengthen
our defensive posture—and
will enhance the effectiveness
of our land-based I.C.B.M.
offensive forces. But the in-
dependent nations of Asia
must realize that these bene-
tits areno substitute for their
maintaining and, where nec-
essary, strengthening their
own conventional forces in
order to deal with more likely
threats to the security of the
tegion.

A Mad Momentum

The second danger is also
psychological. There is a kind
of mad momentum intrinsic
to the development of all new
nuclear weaponry. If a wean-
on system works -— and
works well—there is strong
pressure from many directions
to produce and deploy the
weapon out of all proportion
to the prudent level required.

The danger in deploying
this relatively light and re-
iable Chinese-oriented A.B.M.
system is going to be that
pressures will develop to ex-
pand it into a heavy Soviet-
oriented ‘A.B. M. system.

We must resist that tempt-

ation firmly-—not because we
can for a moment afford to
relax our vigilance against a
ossible Soviet first-strike—
ut precisely - because our
greatest deterrent against
sych a strike is not a mas-
sive, costly, but highly pene-
trable A.B.M. shield, but
-ather a fully credible offen-
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assured destruction

The so-called heavy A.B.M.
shield—at . the present state
of technology—would in ef-
fect be no adequate shield at
all against a  Sovief attack,
but rather a strong induce-
ment for the Soviets- to
vastly increase their own of-
fensive forces. That, as I
have ’pointed out,
make it necessary for us to

‘respond in turn—and so the

arms race would rush Hope-
lessly on to no sensible pur-
pose on either side.

Let me  emphasize—and I
cannot do so too strongly—

" that our decision to go ahead

with limited ABM. deploy-
ment in no way indicates

"that we feel an agreement

with the Soviet Union on the
limitation. of strategic nu-
clear offensive and defensive

- forces is any the less urgent

or desirable. -
Road From Ax to L.C.B.M.
The road leading from the

.stone ax to the LCBM—

though it may have been
more than a million years in
the building—seems to have
run in a single direction.

If one is inclined to be
cynical,” one might conclude
that- man’s ‘history seems to
be characterized not so much
by - consistent periods of
peace, occasionally punctu-
ated by warfare; but rather
by persistent outbreaks- of
warfare, wearily put aside

" from time to time by periods
- of exhaustion and recovery—

that parade under
of peace. :
I do not view man’s his-

the name

cynicism, but I do believe

‘ that man’s wisdom in avoid-
ing war is often surpassed by

his folly in promoting it.
However foolish unlimited

war may have been in the

past, it is now no longer

merely foolish, but suicidal :

as well.

It is said that nothing can

would -

prevent a man from. suicide,
if -he is sufficiently deter-
mined to commit it.

The question is what is our
determination in an era when
unlimited war will mean the
death of hundreds of mil-
lions—and - the  possible
genetic impairment of a mil-
lion generations to follow?

Man.is clearly a compound

of folly and wisdom—and
history is clearly a conse-
quence of the admixture of
those two contradictory
traits. .
History has placed our par-
ticular lives in an area when
the consequences of human
folly are waxing miore and
more catastrophic in the mat-
ters of war and peace.

In the end, -the root of

- man’s sbcurity does not lie

in his" weaponry.
In the end, the root of
man’s security lies’ in his

- mind.

. tory with that degree of -

What the world requires in
its 22nd Year of the Atomic
Age is not a new
towards - armament.

What the world requires.in
its 22nd Year of the Atomic
Age is a 'new race towards
reasonableness.

race

“We had better all run that -

race. . X
Not merely we the .ad-
ninistrators. But - we the
people.

|
|
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WASHINGTON, Sept. 18—
Following is the text of Defense
Secretary Robert S, McNama-
10's address taday to editors of
tnited Press International in
San Francisco, as issued by the
Pentagon:

1 want to discuss with you
this afternoon the gravest
problem that sn American
Secretary of Defense must
face: the planning, prepara-
tiom, and policy governing
the possihitity of thermonue
clear war.

It is a prospect most of
mankind would prefer not to
contemplate.

hat is  understandable.
Far technology has now cir
cumscribed us sl with a
concejvable horizon of horror
that could dwarf any catas-
trophe that has befallen man
in his more than a million
years on earth.

Man has lived now for
more than 20 yesrs in what
we have come to call the
Atamic Age.

What we sometimes over-
100k is thal every future age
of man wiil be an alomic age.

If, then, man is to have
2 future at all, it will have
ta he & future overshadowed
with the permanent possi-
bility of thermonuclear holo-

caust.

About thal fact, we are no
tonger free.

Our freedom in this ques-
tion consists rather in fac-
ing the matter rationally and
actions to minimize the dan-

er.
No sane titizen: no sane
politicat leader; no sane na-

T

TEST FIRING:
incoming warheads up to
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Hitts MISSRE BERRS R TS NIt ar Strategy

‘The Sprint is a rapidly climbing anti-missile missile designed to inEe}upi
50 miles from their target. i
range Spartan anti-missile missile, now under development, in the Nike-X defense system.

It will augment the longer

tion wants

war. )

But. merely mot wanting
is not enpugh.

e must understand ths
difference hetween actions
which increase its risk, those
which reduce it, and those
which, while costly, have lit-
tle influence one way or an-
other. '

Now this whole subject
matter tends ta be psycho-
logically unpleasant. ~ But
there is an even greater diffi-
culty standing in the way of
constructive and prafitable
debate over the issues.

And that is that nuclear
strategy is exceptionally com-
plex in its technical aspects.
Unless these complexities ar
well understoad, rational dis-
cussion ‘an leci ioglmakmg
are simply not possible.

Whatplywarltptn do this aft-
ernoon is deal with these
complexities and clerify them
with as much precision and
deiail as time and security
permit.

Definltion of Terms

One must begin with pre
cise definitions.

The cornerstone of our
strategic policy continues to
be to deter deliberate nucicar
attack  u the  United
States, or its allies, by main-
Yaining a highly reliable abil-
ity to inflict an unacceptable
dégree of damage upon any
single aggressor, or combina-
tion of apgressors, at any
time during the course of a
strategic nuclear exchange—
even after our absorbing 2
surprise fiest strike.

This can be defined as our
"assured destruction capabil-

Now it Is Imperative to un-
derstand that assured de-
struction is the very essence
of the whole deterrence con-

cept.
gve must possess an actual
assured_destruction capabil-
jty. And that, sctual assured
destruction. capability must
2150 be credible, Conceivably,
our assured destruction capa-
bility could be actual, without

being_ credible—in  which
case, it might fail to deter an
aggressor.

The point is that a poten
tlal aggressor must bimself
helieve that our assured de-
struction capability is in fact
actua!, and that our will to
use it in retaliation to an at-
tack is in fact unwavering.

The conclusion, then, Is
clear: 1f the Unl tates is
to deter a nuclear attack on
itself or on our alfies, it must
passess an actual and a cred-
ihle assured destruction capa-
bili

e

i
When calculating the forer
we require, we must be “co
servative” in all our es
mates of both a_potential ag-
gressor’s capabilities, and his
intentions. Securily depends
upon taking & “worst plausi-
ble case’—and having the
ability to cope wilh that
evencuality.

Tn that eventuality, we
must he able to absorb the
total weight of nuclear attack
on_ our country—on our
strike-back forces; on our

ratus; on our industrial ca-
pacity; on our cities; and on

retaliatoty  second-

strsire foress,
This is the sense in
which “first-strike capabili-
{y™ should be understood.
Key Strategie Concept
Now, clearly, such 2 first-
strike capability is an im-
portant _strategic ~cancept.
The United Stales cannot-—
and will not—ever permit it-
self to get into the position
in which another nation, or

combination  of  nations,
would possess such a first-
strike capability, which could

¥, >
be effectively used against
it.

To get into such & posi-
tion vis-a-vis any other na-
ion or nations would not
only constitute 2n intolerable
threal to our security, but it
would obviously remove our
ability to deter nuciear ag-
gression—both against our-
selves and against our atlies.

Now, we are vol in thal
position today—and there is
o foreseeable danger of our
ever getting 1nto that posi-
tion.

Our  strategic
forces are immense: 1,000
Minutemen missile launch-
ers, carefully protected be-
low ground: 41 Polaris sub-
marines, carrying 656 missile
launchers—with the majority
of these hidden beneath the
seas at all times; and ahout
600 long-range bombers, ap-
proximately 40 per cent of
which are kept always in 2
high state of alert.

Our alert forces alone car-
ry more than 2,200 weapons,
averaging more than one
megaton each. A mere 400
one-megaton weapons, if de-
livered on the Soviet Union,
would be sufficient to de-
stroy over one-third of her
population, and one-half of
her industry.

And all ‘of these flexible
and highly reliable forces ar
equipped with devices that
insure their penetration of
Soviet defenses.

‘Now what about the Soviet
Union?

oes it today possess a
powerful nuclear arsenal?

‘The answer is that it does.

oes it possess 2 first
sirike capabifity against the
United States?

The answer is that It does

not.

offensive

Can the Soviei Uniom, in
the foreseeable future, ac-
quire such a first-strike ca-
pahili(‘;} against the (inited

es
The answer is that it can-
Rot.

ot
It cannot because we are
determined to remain fully
2lert, and we will pever per-
mit own assured
struction capability 1o be at
® point where a Soviet first-
ility is even re-
e,
Soviet Union seri-
attempting (o acquire &
si-strike capability against
the United States?
Although this is a question
e cannol answer with ah-
solute certainty, we believe
the answer is no. In any
event, the question itself is—
in a sense—irrelevant, It is
irrelevant since the United
States will so continue to
intai d where

ously
irsi-

a clear superiority over the
Soviet Union.

We do not possess first-
strike capability against. the
Soviet Union for precisely
the same reasan that they do
not passess it against us.

hat, is that we have
both built up our “second-
strike capability” to the
point that a first-strike ca-
pability on either side has

ecome  unattainable. (A
“second-strike capability” is
the capability to absorb a
surptise nucicar attack and
survive with sufficient pow-
er to inflict unacceptable
damage on the aggressor.)

There is, of course, no way
in which the United States
could have prevented the So-
viet Union from acquiring its
present second-strike capa-
hility — short of  massive
pre-emptive first strike oo
the Soviet Union in the
1950s.

The blunt fact is, then,
that neither the Soviet Union
nor the United States can
attack the other without be-
ing destroyed in retaliation;
nor can either of us attain
a first-strike capability in the
foresceable future.

The further fact is that
bath_the Soviet Union and
the United States presently
possess an actual and credi-
ble second-strike capability
against one another—and it
is precisely this mutual ca.
pability that provides us both
with the. strongest possible
motive to avoid a nuclear

war.

The more frequent ques-
tion _that arises in this con-
nection is whether ar not the
United States possesses mi-
clear saperiority over the So-
viet Union.

The answer ls that we do.

But the answer is — like
everything else in this mat-
ter—technically complex.

The complexity arises in
part out of what measure-
ment of superiority is most
meaningful and realistic.

Many commentators on the
matter tend to define nuclear
superiority in tats of gross
megatonnage, or in terms of
the number of missile
launchery available,

Now, by both these two
standards of measurement,
the United States does have

i ity o

ver

ity over the Soviet Union of
at least three or four to ane.

Furthermore, we wilt main-
tain a superiority — by these
same realistic criteria — over
the Soviet Union for as far
ahead in the future as we
can realistically plan.

Greater Than Planned

1 want, however, to make
ane point patently clear: our
current numerical superiority
over the Seviet Union in re-
liable, accurate, and effective
warheads is both greater
than had ~ ariginaily
planned, and is in fact more
than we require.

Moreover, in the larger
equation of security, aur “su-
periority” is of limited sig-
nificance — since even with
our current superiority, or in-
deed with any numerical su-
periority realistically attain-
able, the blunt, inescapable
fact remains that the Soviet
Union could still — with its
preseat forces — effectively
destroy the United States,
even after absorbing the full
weight of an American first

strike.

T have noted that our pres-
ent superiarity is greater
than we had pianned, Let me
explain to you haw this came
about, for I think it is 2 sig-
nificant illustration of the in-
trinsic dynamics of the nu-
clear arms race,

In 1961, when I became
Secretaty of Defense, the So-
viet Union possessed a very
small operational arsenal of
intercontinental missites.
However, they did possess
the technological and indus-
trial capacity ta enlarge that
arsenal very  substantially
over the succeeding several

vears.

Now, we had no evidence
that the Soviets did in fact
plan to fully use that capa-
bility.

But as I have pointed aut,
a strategic planner must be
“‘conservative” in his calcu-
lations; that is, he must pre-
pare for the warst plausible
case and not be content to
hape and prepare merely for
 the most probable.

Since we could not be cer-
fain of Soviet intentions —
since we could nat be sure
that they would not under-
take a massive buildup — we
had to insure against such an

a
the Soviet Union in the
weapons targeted against
each other.

But it is precisely these
two standards of measure-
ment that are themselves
misieading.

For the most meaningful
and realistic measurement of
nuclear capability is either

o

Y o4
ourselves a major buildup of
the Minuteman and Polaris

s, in the course of
hedging against what was
then only a theoretically pos-
sible Soviet buiidup, we took
decisions which have re-
sulted in our current superi-
ority in numbers of warheads

gross r the
number of available missite
launchers t rather the
number of separate warheads
that are capable of being de-
livered with accuracy on ia-
dividual high-priority targets
with sufficient power to de-
stroy them. .
Gross megatonnage in it-
self is an inadequate indi-
cator of assured destruction
capability. since it is unre-
fated to survivebility, accur-
acy, or penetrability, and
poorly related to etfective

our d stil be o
fally capable of destroving  retalia

the aggressor to the point
that his society is simply no
longer viable in any mean-
ingful, twentieth ~century

sense.

That is what deterrence to
nuclear aggression means. 1t
means ihe certainty of sui-
cide to the aggressor—nat
‘merely to his military forces,
but to his soclety as 2 whole.

w let us consider

ther te

bility.” This, s
ambiguous  term, since it
could mean simply the ability
of ane nation to attack an-
other nation with nuclear
forces, first. Buit as it is hor-
mally used, it cannotes much
more: The substantial elim-
inatien of the attacked na-

of multiple high-
priority targets. There is
i no n

sary
tory forces, that whatever
the Soviet Union's fntentions
or actions, we will continue
to have an assw
tion capability v
saciety in which we are com-
pletely confident.

A Stand-off on Retaliation

But there is another ques-
tion that is more relevant.

And that is, do we—the
United States — possess a
first-strike capability against
the Soviet Union?

The answer is that we do

Fl

at.
And we do not, not be-
cause we have negiected our
ar strength, On the con-
we have jncreased it

over-destroying one target,
at the expense of leaving un-
damaged other targets of
equal importance.

Further, the number of mis-
sile launchers available is
also an inadequate indicator
of assured destruction capa-
hility, since the fact is that
many of our launchers will
carry multiple warheads.

But by using the realistic
measurement of the number
of warheads available, capa-
bie of being reliably delivered
with accuracy and effective-
ness on the appropriate tar-
gets in the United States or
Soviet Union, T can tell you
that the United States

an megations.
But the biynt fac)ia

t remains
that if we had had more ac-
curate  information  about
planned ~ Soviet  strategic

forces, we simply would not
have needed to build 2s large
nuclear arsenal as we have
today.
Now let me be ahsoluely
cleat. T am ot saying that
our decision in 1961 was un-
justified. T am simply saying
that it was necessitated by a
tack of accurate information.
Furthermore, that decision
in itself—as justified as it
was—in the end, could not
possibly have left unaffected
the Soviet Union’y future nu-
clear plans.

»

at is essential to under-
stand here js that the Saviet
Union and the United States
mutually influence one an-
other's strategic plans.

. Whatever be their inten-
tions, whatever be our inten-
tions, actions-—or even realis-
tically potential actions—on
cither side relacing to the
buildup of nuclear forces, be
they either offensive or de-
fensive weapons, necessarity
trigaer reactions on the ather
side,

Tt Is precisely this action-
reaction phenomenon  that
fuels an arms rac
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weaponry, the arms race in-
volves a particular irony. Un-
like any other ere in military
history, today a substantial
numerical  superiority  of
‘weapons does not effectively
translate into political con-
trol, or diplomatic leverage.

All-Powerful, Inadequate

While thermonuclear pow-
er is almost inconceivably
awesome, and represents vit-
tually unlimited potential de-
structiveness, it has proven
ta be a limited diplomatic in-
strument. Its uniqueness lies
in the fact that it is at one
and the same time, an all-
powerful weapon — and a
very inadequate weapon.

e fact that the Soviet
Union and the United States
can mutually destroy one an-
other—regardless of who
strikes  first—narrows the
range of Soviet aggression
which our nuclear forces can
effectively deter.

Even with our nuclear mo-
nopoly in the early postwar
period, we were unabie to de-
ter the Soviet pressures
against Berfin, or their sup-
port of aggression in Korea.

Today, our nuclear superi-
ority does not deter all forms
of Soviet support of Commu-

nist insurgency in Southeast

Asia.

‘What all of this has meant
is that we, and our allies as
well, require substantial non-
nuclear  forces in order io
cope with |evels of aggression
that massive strategic forces
do not in fact deter.

This_has been a difficult
lesson both far us and for our
allies to accept, since there is
a strong psychological tend-
ency to regard superior nu-
clear forces as a simple and
unfailing solution to security,
and an assurance of victory
under any set of circum-
stances,

What is impartant to un-
derstand is that our nuclear
strategic forces play a vital
and absolutely necessary role
in our security and that of

allies, but it is an intrin-
sically limited role.

Thus, we and our allies
must  maintain substantial
conventional forces, fuily ca-
pable of dealing with a wide
spectrum of lesser forms of
political and military aggres-
sion—a level of aggression
against which the use of stra-
tegic nuclear forces would
mot be ta our advantage, and
thus a level of aggression
which these strategic nuclear
forces by themselves cannot
effectively deter. One cantot
fashion a credible deterrent
out of an incredible action.
Therefore security for the
United States and its allies
can only arise from the pos-
session of 2 whole range of
praduated detcrrents, each of
them fully credible in its own

ntext.

‘Now 1 have pointed out
that in strategic nuclear mat-
ters, the Soviet Union and
the United States mutually
influence  one  another’s

plans. N

1n recent years the Soviets
have substantially increased
their offensive forces. We
have, af course, been watch-
ing and evaiuating this very
carefully.

Clearly, the Soviet buildup
is in part a reaction 1o our
own_ buildup since the be-
ginning of this decade.

Soviet strategic planners
undoubtedly teasaned that
if our buildup were to con-
tinue at its accelerated pace,
we might conceivahly reach,
in time, a credible first-
strike capability against the
Soviet Union.

That was not in fact our
intention. Our intention was
to assure that they — with
their theoretical capacity to
reach such a ficst-strike ca-
pability — would nat in fact
outdistance us.

But hey could not read
our intentions with any
pgreater accuracy than we
could read theirs, And thus
the result has been ihat we
have bath built up our
forces ta a paint that far
exceeds a credible second-
strike capability against the
forces we each started with.

Realities of Situation

Tn doing sa, neither of us
has reached a first-strike ca-
pability. And the realities of
the siturtion being what they

e — whatever we bhelieve
their intentions to be, and
whatever they helieve our in-
tentions to be — each of
s can deny the other a first-
strike capability in the fare-
seeable future.

Now, how can we he so
canfident that this is the

se?

How can we be so cer-
tain that the Soviets cannot
gradually cut-distance us—
either by some dramatic
technolagy breakthrough, or
simply through our imper-
ceptively lagging behind, for
whatever reason: reluctance
to spend the requisite funds
distraction  with  military
problems elsewhere; faulty
intelligence: or simple neg-
Tigence and naivete?

. All of these reasons—and
athers — have sug-
gested by some commenta-
{ors in this country, who fear
that we are in fact falling
behind io a dangerous de-

gree.

The answer to all of this
is simple and straighifor-
ward.

We are not going 10 permit
the Soviets to outdistance us,
because to do sp would he
to jeopardize our very via-
bility as a nation.

o President, no Secretary
of Defense, no Congress of

is going o permit this na-
tion to take that risk.

‘We do not want a nuclear
arms race with the Soviet
Union — primarily because
the action-reaction phenom-
enon makes it foolish and
futile. But if the only way
to prevent the Soviet Union
from obtaining first-strike
capability over us is to en-
gage in such a race, the
United States possesses in
ample abundance the re-
sources, the technology, and
the will to run faster in that
race for whatever distance
is required.

But what we wauld much
prefer to do is to come to a
realistic and reasonabiy risk-
less  agreement with the
Soviet Unian, which wauld
effectively prevent such an
arms race. bath have
strategic  nuclear arsenals
greatly in excess of a cred-
ible assured destruction capa-
bility. These arsenals have
reached that point of excess
in each case for precisely the
same reason: we each have
reacted to the other's build
~up with very conservative
calculations. We have, that
is, each built a greater ar-
senal than either
needed for a second-strike
capability, simply because we
each e able to
cope with the “worst plau-
sible case.”

Pact Would Benefit Both

But since we now each
possess a deterrent in excess
of our individual needs, both
of our nations would benefit
from a properly safe guarded
agreement first to limit, and
later to reduce, both our of-
fensive and defensive stra-
tegic nuclear forces.

We may, or we may not, be
able to achieve such an
agreement. We hope we can.
And we believe such an
agreement is fully feasible,
since it is clearly in both our
nations’ interests.

But reach the formal agree-
ment or not, we can be sure
that neither the Soviets nor
we are poing risk the
other’s oblaining a first-strike
capability.

On the contrary, we can
he sure that we are both
going to maintain a maxi-
mum effort to preserve an
assured destruction capabil-

ity.

ylt would not be sensible
for either side to lanuch 2
maximum effort to achieve a
first-strike  capability. It
would not be sensible because
the intelligence - gathering
capability of each side being
what it is, and the realities
of lead-time from technalo
cal breakthrough to opera-
tional readiness being what
they are, neither of us would
e able to_acquire a_first-
strike capability in secret.

Now, let me take a specific
case in_point.

The Soviets are now de-
ploying an antiballistic mit
side system. If we react to this
deployment_intelligently, we
have no reason for alarm.

The system does not im-
puse any threat to our ability
{0 penetrate and inflict mas-
sive and unacceptable dam-

age on the Soviet Union. In
ather words, it does Dot pres-
ently affect in any significant.
manner our assured destric-
tion capability.

1t does not impose such a
threat because we have al-
ready taken the steps neces-

sary to assure that our land-

based Minuteman missiles,
our  nuclear  submarine-
launched new Poseidon mis-
siles, and our strategic bomb-
er forces have the reguisite
penetration alds—and in the
sum, constitute a force of
such magnitude, that they
guarantee us a force strong
enough to survive 2 Soviel
attack and penetrate the So-
viet AB.M. deployment.

Now let me come to the is-
ste that has received so much
attention recently: The ques-
tion of whether or not we
should deploy an A BM. svs-
lem against the Soviet au-
clear threat.
To begin with, this is not
any sense a new issue, We
have had both the technical
possibility and the steategic
desirability of an American
ABM. deployment under con-
stant review since the late

I

50s.
‘While we have substantial-
ty improved our technalogy in
the field, it is important to
understand that none of the
systems at the present or
fareseeable state of the act
would pravide an impene-
trable shield over the United
States. Were such a shield
possible, we would certainly
want it—and we would cer-
tainly build it.

And at this point, let me
ispose of an objection thal

totally irrelevant to this

is
Sue.
It has been alieged that we

are opposed to deploying 2
largesgule A.BM. system be-

cause It would carry the
heavy price tag of $40-billion.
t ‘me make very clear

et me 3
that the $40-billion is not the
issue.

Flaw of System

1 we could build and de-
ploy a genuinely impenetrable
shield over the United States,
we would be willing to send
not $40-billion, but any rea-
sonable _multiple of  that
amount that was necessary.

The money in itself is not
the problem: The penetrabil-
ity of the proposed shield is
the problem.

There is clearly no point,
however, in spending $40-hil-
Tion if it is not going 1o buy

the United S| f what-
ever political party and of

“CIR-RBPTO
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stantial resources it repre-
sents on something that will.

Every A.B.M. system that
is now feasible involves fir-
ing defensive missiles at in-
coming offensive warheads in
an effort to destroy them.

But what many commenta-
tors on this issue overlock is
thal any such system can
rather obviously be defeated
by an enemy simply sending
more offensive warheads, or
dummy warheads, than there
are defensive missiles capable
of disposing of them.

And this is the whole crux
of the nuclear action-reaction
phenomenon.

Were we to deploy 2 heavy
ABM, system throughout the
United States, the Soviets
would clearly be strongly mo-
tivated to so_increase their
offensive capability as ta cane=
cel out out defensive advan-

tage.

It is futile for each af ug-
to spend $4-billion, $40-bil-
lion, or $400-billion—and at
the end of all the spend-
ing, an the end of
all the deployment, and at
the end of all the effort, to
be relatively at the same
poin® of balance on the se-
cur at we are now.

In point of fact, we have
already initiated offensive
‘Weapons. ?rograms costing
several billions in order to
offset the small present So-
viet AB.M. deployment, and
the possibly more extensive
future Soviet ABM. deploy-
ments,

That is money well spent;
and it is necessary.

But we should bear in
mind that it is money spent
because of the action-reac-
tion phenomenon.

If we in turn hope for
heavy ABM. deployment—
at whatever price—we .can
be certain that the Soviets
will react to offset the ad--
vantage we would hope to.

gain.
1t fs precisely because of
this certainty of a corre-
sponding Soviet reaction that
the four prominent scientists
have served with

distinction as the science ad-
visers to Presidents Eisen-
hower, Kennedy and John-
san, and the three outstand-
ing men who have served as
directors of research and en-

continue on a foolish and
feckless course.

It would be foolish and
feckless because—in the end
—it would provide neither
the Soviets nor us with any
greater relative nuclear Ca~
pability.

The time has come for us
both to realize that, and to
act reasonably. It is clearly
in nur own mutual interest
to do so.

Having said that, it is im-
portant to distinguish he-
tween an A.B.M. system de-
signed to protect against a
Soviet attack on our cities,
and A.B.M. systems which .
have other objectives.

One of the other uses of
an ABM. system which we
=hould seriously consider is
the greater protection of our
strategic offensive forces.

er is in relation to
the emerging nuclear capa- .
bility of Communist China.

There is evidence that the
Chingse are devoting very
substantial resources to the
development of both nuclear
warheads and missile deliv-
ery systems. As I stated last .
January, indications are that
they will have medium-
ange ballistic missiles with-
in a year or so, an initia)
intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile capability in the early
1970s, and a modest force
in _the mid-70s.

to now, the lead-time
factor has allowed us to post-
pone a decision on whether
or not a light A.BM. deploy-
rent might be advantageous
as a countermeasure to Com-
muaist - China’s nuclear de-
velopment.

But the time will shortly
be right for us to initiale
productign if we desire such .
a system.

&g, ar

na. at the moment is
<aught up in internal strifes,
but:it seems likely that her
b motivation in develop-
ing a strategic nuclear capa-
bility is an attempt to pro-
vide a_basis for threatening
her- neighbors, and to clothe
herself with the dubious pres-
tige that the world pays to
nuclear weaponry.

We deplore her develop-
ment of these weapons, just
as we deplore it in oiher
countries. We oppase nuclear
proliferation because we he-
lieve that in the end it only

increases the risk of a com-

gineering to three Secretaries
of Defy h i

ly recommended. against_the
deployment of an M.
system designed to protect
our population against a So-
viet attac]

These men are Doctors
Killian, Kistiakowsky, Wies-
ner, ig, York, Brown

The plain fact of the mat-
ter is that we are now facing
a situation analogous (o the
one we iaced in 106 aie
uncertain of the Soviets' in-
tentions.

At that time we were con-
cemed about their potential
offensive capabitities; now
‘we are concerned about their
potential  defensive capa-
bilities.

But the dynamics of the
concern are the same.

‘We must continue to be
cautious and conservative in
our estimates—leaving na
room in our calculations for
unnecessary talk. And at the
same time, We must measure
our own response in such a
manner that it does not trig-
ger a Senseless spiral upward
of nuclear arms.

Now, as 1 have empha-
sized, we have already taken
the necessary steps to guar-
antee that  our offensive
strategic weapons will be
able to penetrate future,
more advanced, Soviet de-
fenses.

Keeping in mind the care-
ful clockwork of lead-time,
we will be forced to continue
that effort over the next few
years if the evidence is that
the Sovlets intend tn turn
what Is now a light and
mo'est ABM deployment
into a massive one.

Should they elect ta do so,
we have both the lead-time
and the technology
Lo sa Increase hoth the qual-
ity and quantity of our
offensive strategic
with particular atfention to
highly reliahle ~penetration
aids—that their = expensive
defensive efforts will give
them no edge in the nuclear
balance whatever.

But we would prefer not
(o have to da that, For it is
a profitiess waste of re-
sources, provided we and
the Soviets can come to a
realistic strategic arms-limi-
1ation agreement.

A you knaw, we have pro-
posed US.-Soviet talks on
this matter. Should these talks
fail, we are fully prepared 1o
take the appropriate mea-
sures that such a failure
would make necessary.

Realistic Response

‘The point for us to keep in
mind js that should the talks
fail~—~2nd the Soviets decide
to expand their present mod-
est A.B.M. deployment into a
massive one — our response
must be realistic. There is no
point swhatever in our re-
sponding by going to a mas-
sive A.BM. deployment to
protect our population, when
such a system would be inef.
fective against & sophisticai-
#d Soviet offense.

Instead, realism dictates
that if the Soviets elect to de-
ploy a heavy A.BM. ,
we must further expand our
sophisticated offensive forc-
s, and thus preserve our
overwhelming assured de-
struction capabhility.

But the intractable fact is
that should the talks fail,

the Soviets and our-
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stem,

“plicated

mon and hoia-
caust,
President  Johnson  has

made it clear that the United
States will oppose any ef-
f(lmrts ubfl C};(ina to employ nu-
clear blackmail against he,
Clar blc gainst her

We possess naw, and will
continue to possess for as
far ahead as we can foresce,
an overwhelming first-strike
capahility with respect tn
< ..nd despile the shriil
and raucous propaganda di-
rected at her own people

that “the atomic bomb is a
paper tiger," there is ample
evidence that China well
appreciates the destructive
power of nuclear weapons.

China has been cautious to
avoid any action that might
end in a nuclear clash with
the United States—however
wild her words—and under-
standably so. We have the
power not only (o destroy
comptetely her entire nuclear
offensive forces, but to deve
astate her society as well.

Is there any possibility,

then, that by the mid-1970"s
China might become so in-
cautious as to attempt a mu-
clear attack on the United
States or our allies?

_Tt would be insane and sui-
cidal for her to do so, but
one can canceive conditions
under which China might
miscalculate. We wish to re
duce such possibilities to a ')
minimum, “

And since, as 1 have nated,
our strategic planning must
always he conservative, and
take ‘into consideration even,
the possible irrational be~
havior of potential adver.
saries, there are marginal
grounds for concluding that
a light deployment
A.B.M,

nexpensive — prelimi "
nary estimates place the cost =
at about $5-billion — and
would have a much higher
degree of reiiability against
2 Chinese aftack than Lhe
much mare massive and com-

system that some
2ve recommended against a
possible Soviet attack.

Other Advantages

Moreover, such an AB.M
deployment designed apainst
a passible Chiness. attack
weuldt have- 2—-pumber of —
other advantages. ¥t would
provide an additiona) indica-
tion t0 Asians that, we in.
tend to deter China from
nuclear blackmail, and thus
wauld contribute loward our
goal of discouraging nu-
weapon proliferatinon
among - the prosent non.
nuclear countries,

Further, the Chinese-ori-
ented  ABM. deployment
would enable us to add—as
a concurrent benefit—a fur-
ther defense of our Minute-
man sites against Soviet at-
tack, which means that at
modest cost we would in
fact be adding even greater
effectiveness to our ~offen-
sive missile force and avoid-
inz a much more costly ex-
pansion of that force.

Finally, such a reasonably
refiable A.BM. system would  »
add protection of our popu-
tation against the improb-
able but  possible accidental
launch of an intercontinental
missile by any of the nuclear
powers,

After a detailed review of
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